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Some courts hold that in order to sustain a defense of fraudulent representation, it is insufficient to show that the representations 


made were simply false but that a fraudulent intent in the party making them must also be shown.! Where this rule obtains, in 
order to constitute a good defense in an action on a contract, it must appear that the misrepresentation was made with knowledge 


of its falsity? and with intent to deceive.? Other courts hold that where fraud is relied on as a defense to a contract, fraudulent 
intent need not be shown“ and that a misrepresentation is equally available for this purpose even though it is innocently made 


through mistake? and without knowledge of its falsity,° and even though it was honestly believed to be true by the party making 
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it. 
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